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ングの重要課題として取り上げられている。例えば“One of weakest areas of service-learning/community en-
gagement is impact on community” Cruz, N. L., and Giles, D. E. (2000). Where’s the community in service-learn-
ing research? Michigan Journal of Community Service Learning , 7, pp.28-34. など。
４ Social Science Education Consortium (Ed.) (1996). Service Learning in the Middle School Curriculum A re-


































































７ The National Service-Learning Clearinghouse “Historical Timeline” ［http : //www.servicelearning.org/what_
is_service-learning/history］（２０１３年１月１日最終閲覧）
８ コミュニティサービスから SL への動向については宮崎猛「アメリカにおける『サービスラーニング』の動向
と意義」『日本社会科教育学会 社会科教育研究』第８０号、１９９８年、３３－３９頁を参照されたい。
９ Alliance for Service-Learning in Education Reform (March 1995). STANDARDS of QUALITY for School−
Based and Community-Based Service-Learning , Close Up Foundation
１０ Jim Kielsmeier, Marybeth Neal, Nathan Schultz, Thomas J. Leeper (Ed.) (2008), Growing to Greatness 2008 ,
The State Farm Companies Foundation. ここには全米の SL の普及実態や教育効果について、統計的な調査
資料をもとに報告されている。
１１ Conrad, Dan, and Diane Hedin. (1991). School Based Community Service : What We Know from Research and



























































１２ Dwight E. Gilis, Jr., and Janet Eyler. (1994). Theoretical Root of Service-Learning in John Dewey Towadr a The-
ory of Service-Learning. The Michigan Journal of Community Service Learning ., 1(1), pp. 77-75
１３ Dwight E. Gilis, Jr., and Janet Eyler, Ibid., p 78．
１４ David A. Kolb. (1984). Experiential Learning : Experience as the Source of Learning and Development . Engle-
wood Cliffs, New Jersey : Prentice-Hall., pp 25-42.
１５ Service Learning in the Middle School Curriculum A resource book (1996) ,Ibid., pp. 34-35.
１６ Jim Kielsmeier, Marybeth Neal, Nathan Schultz, Thomas J. Leeper (Ed.) , Growing to Greatness 2008 (2008).
Ibid., pp. 9-11.
１７ Jim Kielsmeier, Marybeth Neal, Nathan Schultz, Thomas J. Leeper (Ed.) , Growing to Greatness 2008 (2008).
Ibid., p. 30



































































１９ Westheimer.Joel and Kahne. Joseph. (1994). What Kind of Citizen? The Politics of Educating for Democracy.
American Educational Research Association , 41(2), pp. 237-269.「慈善」「変革」ならびに「善き市民」に関す
る論考については、宮崎猛「社会奉仕体験活動の展開への示唆 －米国サービス・ラーニングをめぐる議論に
着目して－」創価大学教育学会、第２０号、２０１１年、１－２０頁を参照されたい。
２０ Westheimer. Joel and Kahne. Joseph. (2004). WHAT KIND OF CITIZEN? THE POLITICS OF EDUCATING
FOR DEMOCRACY. American Educational Research Journal , 41(2), pp. 241-247.































































２２ 例えば、ミシガン州立大学エクステンションセンターのホームページには“What is the difference between
community service and service learning?”として SL とコミュニティサービスがしばしば混同されるものの、
異なったものであることが説明されている。［http : //msue.anr.msu.edu/news/what_is_the_difference_be-
tween_community_service_and_service_learning］（２０１３年１月１日最終閲覧）
２３ 例えば、K－１２の SL 関係者が加入しているメーリングリスト（The Service-Learning Listserv K12-SL）では、





２５ Andrew Furco. (1996). Service Learning : A Balanced Approach to Experiential Education. Expanding








米国においても前述の法律 The National and































































立命館大学 ２０１０年６月１８日 衣笠キャンパス サービス・ラーンニング・センター（ボランティアセンター
特集論文「アクティブ・ラーニング」 １１








































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































５－２ IUPUI における SL
１９９３年に SL コースが開発され、同時にサー
ビスとラーニングのためのセンター（Center













（The Office of Service Learning、The Office
of Community Service、The Office of Neigh-


































２００７－０８年の年 次 報 告 に は“In ２００７ Mi-













３６ ［http : //csl.iupui.edu/index.cfm］（２０１３年１月１日最終閲覧）
３７ CSL に関する記述は次の年次報告ならびに CSL センター案内書からの筆者まとめ。IUPUI Center for Service












































































３８ 調査日は２０１１年８月２４日。Robert G. Bringle, PhD, DPhil（Chancellor’s Professor of Psychology and Philan-
thropic Studies, Executive Director, Center for Service and Learning）ならびに Mary. Price（Service Learning
Specialist）の２名に対応頂いた。
特集論文「アクティブ・ラーニング」 １９
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lence in Teaching & Learning，以下 CETL と





































































































































































































































































































































































































































Practices of Active Learning assisted Project
Adventure Method : Case of Exercise Classes



































１ P. F. ドラッカー『ポスト資本主義社会』ダイヤモンド社，１９９３年，３４５頁。
２ 経済産業省の HP より（http : //www.meti.go.jp/policy/kisoryoku/index.htm）
３ 中央教育審議会大学分科会制度・教育部会学士課程教育の在り方に関する小委員会「学士課程教育の再構築に
向けて」２００７年，１６頁）。








































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































８ Problem Based Learning とは、ある問題について理解あるいは解決するために反省的反復作業を伴いながら
実践される少人数の教育手法のことをいう。この他、あるプロジェクトの完遂するために反省的反復作業を伴































































































































































































































































































































































Gass, M, A., Adventure Therapy : Therapeutic



































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































The Applicability of Carl Rogers’ Educational








The present study examined the applicabil-
ity of Rogers’ educational theory in higher edu-
cation using quantitative methods. Independ-
ent variables (time spent studying, the fre-
quency of students’ informal interactions with
faculty, teachers’ attitudinal qualities, and aca-
demic self-efficacy) and dependent variables
(academic self-efficacy and students’ academic
achievement) were measured based on self-
reports from undergraduate students of a lib-
eral arts college. The frequency of students’ in-
formal interactions with faculty and teachers’
attitudinal qualities were strongly related to
academic self-efficacy. Also, academic self-
efficacy was the most significant predictor of
students’ academic achievement. Overall, find-
ings from the present study did not fully con-
firm the applicability of Rogers’ educational
theory in higher education.
Introduction
Carl Rogers, a renowned American psycholo-
gist who advocated client-centered therapy in
the twentieth century, was also a prominent
educator. His educational theory was based
upon the philosophy of student-centered learn-
ing, which articulated that the primary pur-
pose of education should be the facilitation of
learning. According to Rogers (1967), the facili-
tation of learning requires the interpersonal re-
研究論文
Keywords : Carl Rogers, Facilitation of Learning, Academic Self-Efficacy
キーワード：カール・ロジャーズ、学習促進、学習における自己効力感
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lationship between the facilitator and the
learner and teachers’ attitudinal qualities―a)
realness, b) prize, acceptance, trust, and c) em-
pathic understanding . Although Rogers
claimed the applicability of his educational the-
ory to students at any educational level, he pro-
vided only qualitative evidence to support his
theory, failing to test the theory through quan-
titative approaches that employ statistical
methods with reasonable measurements.
Therefore, the objective of the present study
was to examine the applicability of the educa-
tional theory of Carl Rogers in higher educa-
tion using quantitative methods.
Educational Theory of Carl Rogers
Carl Rogers (1967) asserted that the facilita-
tion of learning should be the primary purpose
of education. He claimed that educated indi-
viduals are those who have learned to learn.
This means that to become educated, individu-
als should rely on the process of learning
rather than static knowledge. He thus empha-
sized that rather than traditional knowledge-
transferring education, the facilitation of learn-
ing should be the center of education to encour-
age learners to constantly seek knowledge and
adapt to change in their environment.
In his theory of the facilitation of learning,
Rogers (1967) emphasized the importance of in-
terpersonal relationships between the facilita-
tor and the learner, suggesting that the rela-
tionship promotes student learning. He
stressed that “I can only be passionate in my
statement that people count, that interpersonal
relationships are important, that we know
something about releasing human potential,
that we could learn much more” (p. 320). Op-
posing the traditional education which neglects
personal interactions between teachers and
students, Rogers theorized that students can
truly be educated and learn more through in-
terpersonal relationships with the facilitator.
Thus, Rogers asserted that interpersonal rela-
tionships between the facilitator and the
learner are indispensable to the facilitation of
learning, which promotes students’ personal
and intellectual growth.
To establish interpersonal relationships,
Rogers (1967) claimed that in order to actualize
the facilitation of learning, the facilitator should
possess three attitudinal qualities : a) realness,
b) prize, acceptance, trust, and c) empathic un-
derstanding. Rogers described realness as an
attitudinal quality where a teacher frankly ex-
presses his or her own feelings to students.
The teacher is no longer a person who system-
atically transfers knowledge to students to sat-
isfy curricular requirements, but a person who
shares his or her feelings and opinions with stu-
dents as a human being. Rogers explained that
“she [the teacher] comes into a direct personal
encounter with the learner, meeting her on a
person-to-person basis. It means that she is be-
ing herself, not denying herself” (p. 306). Rogers
asserted that when the facilitator possesses the
attitudinal quality of realness, the facilitation of
student learning is enhanced. Rogers also con-
sidered prize, acceptance, and trust as one
group of attitudinal qualities necessary for the
facilitation of learning. According to Rogers,
teachers who possesses these attitudinal quali-
ties understand a student as a “separate per-
son, having worth in her [and his] own right” (p.
309). Such attitudes toward learners mean to
fundamentally accept and trust learners as im-
perfect human beings with limitless potential.
Lastly, empathic understanding, in Rogers’
view, is an attitudinal quality where a teacher
８４
attempts to accurately perceive students’ feel-
ings and understand students from the stu-
dents’ points of view. He described empathic
understanding as the attitude of “standing in
the other’s shoes, of viewing the world through
the student’s eyes” (p. 311). The teacher who
has the attitudinal quality of empathic under-
standing does not evaluate or judge students
but simply understands them.
Rogers (1967) asserted that in a classroom
with a teacher who possesses these three atti-
tudinal qualities, students can acquire knowl-
edge more easily. He emphasized that “in class-
rooms approaching such a psychological cli-
mate, children learn more of the conventional
subjects” (p. 321). In order to prove the positive
effect of this approach on students, Rogers in-
troduced some qualitative data that showed
how students’ academic motivation is in-
creased in response to the presence of the
teacher who possesses the facilitative attitudi-
nal qualities. Based on the research, Rogers
(1977) claimed that “politics of this humane sort
foster all kinds of constructive learning, both
personal and intellectual” (p. 330). Thus, the fa-
cilitator who possesses the essential attitudinal
qualities enhances student learning.
Rogers also asserted that the presence of the
facilitator who possesses such attitudinal quali-
ties inspires students to become self-disciplined
learners. According to Rogers (1977), the pre-
condition of fostering self-disciplined learners is
that a teacher “is sufficiently secure within her-
self [or himself] and in her [or his] relationship
to others that she [or he] experiences an essen-
tial trust in the capacity of others to think for
themselves, to learn for themselves” (p. 327).
This precondition indicated that the teacher
must be a “facilitative teacher” who fundamen-
tally trusts that students will gain more auton-
omy and possesses the essential attitudinal
qualities he addressed. Rogers explained that
with this precondition, students become self-
disciplined learners. According to Rogers, the
student’s self-discipline which is facilitated by
the teacher is not only “the discipline necessary
to reach the student’s goal,” but also “is a self-
discipline and is recognized and accepted by
the learner as being her own responsibility. Self
-discipline replaces external discipline” (p. 327).
He also described that in the facilitative mode
of education, the learner “regulates the modes
of feeling, thought, behavior and values
through her [or his] own self-discipline” (p. 328).
Therefore, the demonstration of realness, prize,
acceptance, trust, and empathic understanding
by the facilitator consequently enables learners
to become self-disciplined in every realm of
their lives.
Rogers (1977) insisted that the effect of facili-
tative teaching can be observed at any educa-
tional level. He proposed that “if this precondi-
tion exists, then the other features listed [such
as self-discipline] may be experienced or ob-
served at any educational level, from kinder-
garten through graduate school” (p. 326). This
signified that his theory of the facilitation of
learning can be applied to students at any edu-
cational level. Furthermore, he stressed that “if
we focus on the facilitation of learning...we
might be on a much more profitable track”
(1967, p. 320). Since the educational role of “fa-
cilitator” and “learner” does not change accord-
ing to educational levels, the applicability of
Rogers’ theory would persist through all educa-
tional levels.
Finally, Rogers (1967) presented much quali-
tative evidence to support his theory, yet he
did not provide quantitative evidence. In order
to support his theory, he cited a range of inter-
研究論文 ８５
views from teachers and students who had ex-
perienced the facilitation of learning and illus-
trated its psychological effects on teachers and
students. According to Rogers, he intentionally
provided only qualitative evidence in order to
emphasize how the facilitation of learning im-
pacts students’ feelings and attitudes toward
learning. He explained the reason stating :
“I have intentionally gone beyond the empirical
findings to try to take you into the inner life of
the student-elementary, college, and graduate-
who is fortunate enough to live and learn in
such an interpersonal relationship with a facili-
tator, in order to let you see what learning feels
like when it is free, self-initiated, spontaneous”
(p. 321).
Therefore, although Rogers provided much
qualitative data to demonstrate the effective-
ness of his theory in application, he did not pre-
sent quantitative evidence to support his the-
ory.
Since Rogers maintained that his educational
theory can be applied to students at any educa-
tional level, and at the same time he did not
test his theory using quantitative methods, the
present study examined the applicability of
Rogers’ educational theory in higher education
using quantitative methods.
Literature Review
The present study examined the correla-
tions between four independent variables (time
spent studying, the frequency of students’ in-
formal interactions with faculty, teachers’ atti-
tudinal qualities, and academic self-efficacy)
and two dependent variables (academic self-
efficacy and students’ academic achievement).
Time spent studying was added as a control in
order to compare its effect on dependent vari-
ables with other main independent variables.
To examine interpersonal relationships be-
tween the facilitator and the learner, the fre-
quency of students’ informal interactions with
faculty was measured. Also, students’ aca-
demic achievement was measured based on
college cumulative grade point average (GPA).
Existing literature shows how these variables
correlate with each other.
Time Spent Studying
Many researchers have investigated the cor-
relation between time spent studying and stu-
dent academic achievement. In general, re-
searchers have agreed that students who
study more attain higher intellectual achieve-
ment (Britton & Tesser, 1991). For example,
Van Den Berg and Hofman (2005) studied the
factors that affect study progress of university
students. Findings showed that “time devoted
to study has positive effect on study success”
(p. 437). George, Dixon, Stansal, Gelb, and Pheri
(2008) also examined the predictors of GPA in
higher education, and found out that time
spent studying is one of the greatest predictors
of GPA. Also, Brint and Cantwell (2008) investi-
gated the relationships between various time
uses and college GPA. Findings revealed that
time spent attending and studying for classes
strongly affects students’ academic attainment.
On the other hand, some studies have re-
vealed no or little correlation between time
spent studying and students’ academic per-
formance. For instance, Nonis and Hudson
(2006) examined the influence of time spent
studying and working on semester grade point
average. The results of their study indicated
that time spent studying and working has no
direct effect on academic outcomes. Ruban and
Nora (2002) also investigated the predictors of
８６
academic outcome in college, and they con-
cluded that the self-reported amount of study-
ing is not a significant contributor to academic
achievement.
Although some studies showed the insignifi-
cant influence of time spent studying on aca-
demic performance of undergraduate students,
the majority of research has supported the
positive correlation between the two variables.
Frequency of Students' Informal Interactions
with Faculty
Researchers have conducted empirical stud-
ies regarding the relationship between stu-
dents’ informal interactions with faculty and
their academic outcomes in college. Many of
them agreed that informal student-faculty in-
teraction has considerable impact on student
academic achievement (Halawah, 2006). Ac-
cording to Astin (1993), faculty plays a vital role
in intellectually and personally developing un-
dergraduate students, and student-faculty in-
teraction has a significant positive correlation
with students’ academic attainment, such as
college GPA. A study conducted by McShan-
non (2001) also suggested that student-faculty
interaction increases students’ course grades,
which were especially noted for female stu-
dents. Also, Halawah (2006) examined how
student-faculty informal interpersonal relation-
ships impact students’ intellectual develop-
ment, and found out that the relationships posi-
tively influence students’ academic perform-
ance. On the contrary, some of the researchers
found only a slight connection between infor-
mal student-faculty interaction and students’
academic achievement. Kuh, Pace, and Vesper
(1997) studied the correlation through three
types of academic levels―Bachelor, Master,
and Doctorate―and found that student-faculty
interaction lacks influence on students’ aca-
demic performance for Bachelor level students.
Although a number of studies have been
conducted on the topic, the approach research-
ers took to investigate the informal student-
faculty interaction has varied. Some focused on
how students’ satisfaction of their interactions
with faculty relates to their academic attain-
ment. They found a significant correlation be-
tween the students’ satisfaction of interaction
with faculty and their academic performance
(Graunke & Woosley, 2005 ; Ullah & Wilson,
2007). Others investigated how the frequency
of informal interactions with faculty influences
students’ academic achievement. Pascarella
and Terenzini (1991) explored a range of em-
pirical studies regarding the association be-
tween the frequency of students’ informal con-
tact with faculty and students’ academic per-
formance, and they concluded that there is a
significantly positive correlation between the
two factors. Bernier, Larose, and Soucy (2005)
also stressed the importance of frequent infor-
mal contact with faculty for students’ intellec-
tual development, asserting that “empirical re-
search has supported these claims by showing
that informal contacts (outside the classroom)
between college students and faculty have a
positive impact on students’ academic perform-
ance” (p. 30).
In terms of the frequency of students’ infor-
mal interactions with faculty, researchers have
discussed how to promote informal contact be-
tween students and faculty in order to improve
student academic performance. Some research-
ers have found that mentoring increases the
students’ informal interactions with faculty and
enhances students’ academic achievement. For
example, Campbell and Campbell (1997) exam-
ined the difference between mentored stu-
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dents and students without a mentor in terms
of their college GPA. Their study revealed that
mentored students demonstrated higher GPA
than students without a mentor. Miller and
Webster (1997) studied the effect of instructors’
interest, teaching skills, and personal interac-
tion with learners on student academic per-
formance, and they concluded that regardless
of delivery method, teachers should have per-
sonal contact with learners. They suggested
that any type of informal student-faculty inter-
actions promotes student learning, and thus in-
structors should attempt to increase informal
interactions with students.
Overall, the literature supports positive cor-
relations between students’ informal interac-
tions with faculty, especially its frequency, and
student academic achievement in college.
Teachers' Attitudinal Qualities
A range of studies have examined how
teacher’s attitudinal qualities affect students’
academic performance. Most of the studies
have supported the idea that certain attitudes
or personal characteristics of teachers posi-
tively affect student’s academic achievement.
Butland and Beebe (1992) investigated the asso-
ciation between verbal and nonverbal teacher
immediacy and student learning, and found
that students learn more when instructors em-
ploy positive messages to gain compliance in
the classroom. Halawah (2006) revealed that in-
terpersonal characteristics of faculty and class-
room atmosphere significantly affect college
students’ academic outcome, and academically
successful students consistently rated profes-
sors “as friends, helpers, and assistants” (p.670).
Moreover, Bernier et al. (2005) revealed that
the academic achievement of college students
is not affected by professors’ professional traits,
such as experience or position in school, but
“rather by [professors’] personal characteristics
such as friendliness and flexibility, accessibility
and availability, empathy and respect, as well
as honesty and tolerance” (p. 31). These studies
indicated that friendly, supportive, and recep-
tive professors positively influence college stu-
dents’ academic performance.
Researchers have also addressed that teach-
ers’ attitudinal qualities are closely related to
students’ academic self-efficacy. Strohkirch and
Hargett (1998) reported that adult students, in-
cluding college students, should have the right
to present their opinions and to be heard by
faculty members, indicating that the violation
of such expectation results in lowering stu-
dents’ confidence in academic performance.
The authors revealed that although autocratic
instructors tend to lessen students’ academic
self-efficacy, teachers who are friendly, suppor-
tive, and receptive to students increase their
levels of academic self-efficacy. Lowman (1984)
examined how instructors’ communicational
approaches impact students’ attitudes toward
learning. In his study, an instructor who has
the high level of interpersonal rapport with stu-
dents is described as an instructor who “ap-
pears to have strong interest in the students as
individuals,” “acknowledges students’ feelings...
and encourages them to express such feelings,”
“encourages students to ask questions and
seems to eager for them to express personal
viewpoints,” “communicates both openly and
subtly,” etc. (p. 511). His study revealed that the
high level of interpersonal rapport between an
instructor and college students “increase[s] mo-
tivation, enjoyment, and independent learning”
of the students (p. 510). These studies indicated
that certain teachers’ attitudinal qualities, such
as friendliness, supportiveness, and receptive-
８８
ness, enhance students’ academic self-efficacy
by promoting students’ independent learning.
Academic Self-Efficacy
Self-efficacy refers to “beliefs about one’s
ability to successfully execute a behavior re-
quired to produce a certain outcome” (Ramos-
Sanchez & Nichols, 2007, p. 8). If a person pos-
sesses a lower level of self-efficacy in a particu-
lar activity, he or she may exert less effort into
the activity. On the other hand, a higher level
of self-efficacy in a particular activity augments
a person’s performance and perseverance in
the activity (Ramos-Sanchez & Nichols, 2007).
Researchers have asserted that one’s level of
academic self-efficacy determines the person’s
quality of self-disciplined learning. According
to Zimmerman (2002), self-regulated learning is
“the self-directive process by which learners
transform their mental abilities into academic
skills” (p. 65). This indicated that since self-
disciplined learning requires psychological
abilities, its quality varies depending on one’s
level of self-efficacy. Moreover, Zimmerman
(1989) asserted that self-regulated learning
“must involve the use of specified strategies to
achieve academic goals on the basis of self-
efficacy perceptions” (p. 329). Other research-
ers have also shown that students who have
higher academic self-efficacy are better at self-
disciplined learning (Chemers, Hu, & Garcia,
2001 ; Ruban & Nora, 2002). Thus, highly self-
disciplined learners should possess higher aca-
demic self-efficacy, and vice versa.
The relationship between students’ aca-
demic self-efficacy and their academic achieve-
ment in higher education has been widely in-
vestigated by researchers. For example,
Klomegah (2007) examined correlations be-
tween variables in the goal-efficacy model, such
as self-efficacy, and college GPA. He found a
significant positive correlation between stu-
dents’ self-efficacy and their GPA, which ap-
peared stronger than other variables in the
goal-efficiency model. Zajacova, Lynch, and
Espenshade (2005) compared how much aca-
demic self-efficacy and stress predict academic
success, including college GPA. They reported
that academic self-efficacy was a more robust
predictor of academic achievement than stress.
Chemers et al. (2001) investigated predictors of
first-year college student academic perform-
ance, and they revealed that “academic self-
efficacy was significantly and directly related
to academic expectations and academic per-
formance” (p. 61). In their study, also, academic
self-efficacy was the strongest predictor among
other independent variables.
Although many studies have supported the
strong positive correlation between academic
self-efficacy and academic performance of col-
lege students, some did not identify academic
self-efficacy as a significant predictor. For in-
stance, Choi (2005) examined how general self-
efficacy, academic self-efficacy, and specific self
-efficacy relate to college students’ term
grades, and found that “of the three self-
efficacy variables, specific self-efficacy was the
only significant predictor of term grades” (p.
203). However, overall, researchers have
agreed that a level of college students’ aca-
demic self-efficacy is associated with their aca-
demic outcomes.
Study Questions & Hypotheses
As literature shows, contemporary research
has found that self-disciplined learning requires
high academic self-efficacy. Therefore, these
findings are applied in the formation of study
questions and hypotheses of the present study.
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Based on Carl Rogers’ educational theory, the
present study attempted to answer the follow-
ing questions : 1) Does the presence of the fa-
cilitator who possesses three attitudinal
attitudes-a) realness, b) prize, acceptance, trust,
and c) empathic understanding-inspire stu-
dents to become self-disciplined learners who
have high academic self-efficacy? 2) Do inter-
personal relationships between the facilitator
and the learner promote student learning? 3)
Does the presence of the facilitator who pos-
sesses the facilitative attitudes enhance stu-
dent learning? Given the findings from existing
literature, the following hypotheses were con-
structed : 1) The presence of the facilitator
who possesses the facilitative attitudes inspires
students to become self-disciplined learners
who have high academic self-efficacy. 2) Inter-
personal relationships between the facilitator
and the learner promote student learning. 3)
The presence of the facilitator who possesses
the facilitative attitudes enhances student
learning. In this study, these hypotheses can be
supported if : 1) students demonstrate higher
academic self-efficacy when teachers possess
the facilitative attitudes 2) students who have
more informal interactions with faculty obtain
higher college GPA 3) students obtain higher
college GPA when teachers possess facilitative
attitudes.
Method
The participants in the present study were
undergraduate students at Soka University of
America, Aliso Viejo, California. An electronic
survey was created for this study in order to
elicit student self-reports regarding time spent
studying, the frequency of students’ informal
interactions with faculty, teachers’ attitudinal
qualities, students’ perceived academic self-
efficacy, and their college GPA. The survey
was electronically sent to 170 randomly chosen
undergraduate students in the spring semester
2009 through their student email accounts.
Each survey was preceded by the explanation
of the purpose of the study (i.e., “to explore fac-
tors that may affect student academic achieve-
ment in higher education based on Carl Rogers’
educational theory”) and included information
regarding informed consent. Only participants
18 years of age or older were allowed to partici-
pate in this study. As an added incentive for
participation in the study, all participants were
eligible for a lottery drawing for gift certifi-
cates, including five $20 prizes. Students were
informed that participation was completely vol-
untary and all responses would be kept confi-
dential and anonymous.
Participants
The participants were 65 undergraduate stu-
dents at Soka University of America. The par-
ticipants were restricted to the age of 18 or
older. Table 1 provides the demographic char-
acteristics of the sample. The sample included
34.3% males and 62.7% females. In terms of aca-
demic level, the students of the sample in-
cluded 17.9% freshman, 20.9% sophomore,
29.9% junior, and 31.3% senior.
Measures
College GPA . Participants voluntary pro-
vided the survey with their college cumulative
grade point average (GPA). College GPA is
measured on a 4-point scale with a maximum of
4.0.
Time spent studying . The measure was cre-
ated for the present study. Participants were
asked to answer following question : “how
９０
many hours do you spend studying outside of
class in a day on average?” (see Appendix).
They responded on a 5-point scale (1 = 0-1
hours, 2 = 2-3 hours, 3 = 4-5 hours, 4 = 6-7
hours, 5 = 8 hours or more).
Frequency of students’ informal interactions
with faculty . The frequency of students’ infor-
mal interactions with faculty was measured
with a scale developed for this study. Partici-
pants were asked to answer following ques-
tion : “how many times do you informally inter-
act with faculty members outside of class for
ten minutes or more in a week?” (see Appen-
dix). They responded on a 5-point scale (1 = 0-1
times, 2 = 2-3 times, 3 = 4-5 times, 4 = 6-7 times,
5 = 8 times or more).
Teachers’ attitudinal qualities . A nine-item
measure was developed for the present study
based on a study conducted by Feldman (1997).
In the original study conducted by Feldman,
the first three items, the second three items,
and the third three items were respectively
used to measure “personality characteristics of
the teacher,” “teacher’s concerns and respect
for students ; friendliness of the teacher,” and
“teacher’s encouragement of questions and dis-
cussion, and openness in options of others.” For
this study, instead, these items were used to
ask if professors possess three attitudinal quali-
ties―a) realness, b) prize, acceptance, trust,
and c) empathic understanding―according to
students’ perceptions. Participants were given
the following statement : “please answer how
much you agree with the statement, from 1 =
strongly disagree, to 5 = strongly agree.” The
nine items that participants rated were the fol-
lowing (see Appendix A) :
1, In general, professors who I have had were
sincere and honest
2, In general, professors who I have had were
not autocratic and did not try to force us to ac-
cept his or her ideas and interpretations
3, In general, professors who I have had exhib-
ited a casual, informal attitude
4, In general, professors who I have had
seemed to have a genuine interest in and con-
Table 1
Descriptive Statistics










Time Spent Studying 2.74 1.03
Frequency of Students’ Informal
Interactions with Faculty
1.80 1.01
Teachers’ Attitudinal Qualities 4.07 .47
Academic Self-Efficacy 3.62 .62
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cern for students
5, In general, professors who I have had took
students seriously
6, In general, professors who I have had estab-
lished good rapport with students
7, In general, professors who I have had en-
couraged students to express differences of
opinions and to evaluate each other’s ideas
8, In general, professors who I have had invited
criticism of his or her own ideas
9, In general, professors who I have had ap-
peared receptive to new ideas and the view-
points of others
The nine items were combined into a meas-
ure of teachers’ attitudinal qualities. The Cron-
bach’s alpha was .82 (α = .82) in the present
study.
Academic self-efficacy . Academic self-
efficacy was measured by an instrument devel-
oped by Zajacova et al. (2005). The instrument
was composed of 27 items with regard to
college-related academic tasks. Participants
were given the following statement : “please
answer how confident you are that you can
successfully complete the tasks, from 1 = not
confident, to 5 = very confident.” Examples of
the items included the following : “Studying,”
“Asking questions in class,” “Keeping up with
the required readings,” etc. (see Appendix A).
The 27 items were combined into a measure of
academic self-efficacy. In the present study, the
Cronbach’s alpha was .92 (α = .92).
Results
Table 1 presents the means and standard de-
viations of variables. The mean of college GPA
was 3.47, and the standard deviation was .42.
The mean of time spent studying was 2.74,
meaning that the students of the sample spend
approximately four hours for studying in a day
on average, and the standard deviation was
1.03. The mean of the frequency of student’s in-
formal interactions with faculty was 1.80, signi-
fying that the students of the sample infor-
mally interact with faculty outside of class for
ten minutes or more approximately twice in a
week on average, and the standard deviation
was 1.01. The mean and standard deviation of
teacher’s attitudinal qualities were respec-
tively 4.07 and .47. This shows that samples
somewhat agreed that, in general, teachers
who they have had possessed three attitudinal
qualities. The mean and standard deviation of
academic self-efficacy were respectively 3.62
and .62. This means that the students of the
sample possessed the level of academic self-
efficacy between neutral and somewhat confi-
dent.
Table 2 presents zero-order correlations be-
tween all of the observed variables, and Table
3 and 4 respectively provides the regression of
academic self-efficacy and college cumulative
grade point average. Results showed some sta-
tistically significant correlations among vari-
ables at .05 or 01 alpha level (see Table 2).
There were positive and moderate correlations
between academic self-efficacy and the fre-
quency of students’ informal interactions with
faculty (r=.41, p<.01) and teacher’s attitudinal
qualities (r =.32, p< .01). There were also posi-
tive and moderate correlations between GPA
and academic self-efficacy (r=.38, p<.01) and
time spent studying (r=.28, p<.05). On the
other hand, the frequency of student’s informal
interactions with faculty and teacher’s attitudi-
nal qualities had almost no effect on college
GPA.
The regressions of academic self-efficacy and
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college GPA further explained the characteris-
tics of the correlations. The regression of aca-
demic self-efficacy (see Table 3) showed some
statistical correlations between variables with
high statistical confidence. There were positive
and moderate correlations between academic
self-efficacy and the frequency of students’ in-
formal interactions with faculty (standardized
beta=.356, p<.01) and teacher’s attitudinal
qualities (standardized beta=.339, p<.01). These
results revealed that the frequency of students’
informal interactions with faculty and teachers’
attitudinal qualities almost equally had a mod-
erate effect on academic self-efficacy. Aca-
demic self-efficacy also had a weak correlation
with academic level (standardized beta=.191,
Table 2
Correlations among All Variables
Variable 1 2 3 4 5
1. GPA －
2. Academic Self-Efficacy .38** －
3. Time Spent Studying .28* .17 －
4. Frequency of Students’ Informal Interac-
tion with Faculty
-.01 .41** .09 －
5. Teachers' Attitudinal Qualities -.01 .32** -.06 .02 －
Note. *p< .05, **p< .01,
Table 3
Regression of Academic Self−Efficacy
Predictors Stan. β p
Gender -.027 .813
Academic Level .191 .096
Time Spent Studying .102 .372
Frequency of Students’ Informal Interactions with Faculty .356 .003
Teachers’ Attitudinal Qualities .339 .003
Note. R2 =.33, p<.001, N=62
Table 4
Regression of College Cumulative Grade Point Average (GPA)
Predictors Stan. β p
Gender .006 .960
Academic Level .002 .987
Time Spent Studying .214 .093
Frequency of Students’ Informal Interactions with Faculty -.203 .136
Teachers’ Attitudinal Qualities -.124 .331
Academic Self-Efficacy .458 .002
Note. R2=.23, p<.05, N=61
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ns), but it showed only marginal statistical con-
fidence (p<.10) and cannot be generalized. The
data from the regression of college GPA (see
Table 4) showed substantially larger effect of
academic self-efficacy on college GPA than
other variables. There was a positive and mod-
erate correlation between college GPA and
academic self-efficacy with high statistical con-
fidence (standardized beta=.458, p<.01). Com-
pared to the academic self-efficacy, other vari-
ables showed weaker correlations with college
GPA, and these correlations could not also be
generalized. Time spent studying showed a
positive and weak correlation with college GPA
with the only marginal statistical confidence
(standardized β=.214, p<.10). There were also
negative and weak correlations, which could
not be generalized, between college GPA and
the frequency of students’ informal interactions
with faculty (standardized β=-.203, ns) and
teacher’s attitudinal qualities (standardized β=
-.124, ns).
Discussion
The major objective of this study was to ex-
amine the applicability of the educational the-
ory of Carl Rogers in higher education using
quantitative methods. Rogers’ educational the-
ory dictates that the presence of the facilitator
who possesses three attitudinal qualities―a)
realness, b) prize, acceptance, trust, and c) em-
pathic understanding―inspires students to be-
come self-disciplined learners who have high
academic self-efficacy ; interpersonal relation-
ships between the facilitator and the learner
promote student learning ; and the presence of
the facilitator who possesses the facilitative at-
titudes enhances student learning (Rogers,
1967). These three major arguments in Rogers’
educational theory were specifically investi-
gated in the present study, and they were not
fully confirmed based on the pattern observed
in the correlation coefficients among five pre-
dictor variables and the findings from the two
multiple regressions in this study.
The first hypothesis that the presence of the
facilitator who possesses three attitudinal
qualities―a) realness, b) prize, acceptance,
trust, and c) empathic understanding―inspires
students to become self-disciplined learners
who have high academic self-efficacy was sup-
ported based on a positive and moderate corre-
lation between teachers’ attitudinal qualities
and academic self-efficacy. Similar to the find-
ings of Lowman (1984) and Strohkirch and Har-
gett (1998), the correlation suggested that stu-
dents tend to demonstrate higher academic
self-efficacy when teachers possess the three
attitudinal qualities. Moreover, unexpectedly,
the frequency of students’ informal interactions
with faculty also had a positive and moderate
correlation with academic self-efficacy. This in-
dicated that students’ academic self-efficacy be-
comes higher as they informally interact with
faculty more frequently. The second hypothe-
sis that interpersonal relationships between
the facilitator and the learner promote student
learning was not supported due to the lack of a
positive and statistically significant correlation
between the frequency of students’ informal in-
teractions with faculty and college GPA. The
results indicated that students who have more
frequent informal interactions with faculty do
not necessarily obtain higher college GPA,
which contradicted the findings of studies con-
ducted by Pascarella and Terenzini (1991) and
Bernier et al. (2005), that the frequency of infor-
mal contacts between college students and fac-
ulty have a positive influence on students’ aca-
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demic performance. The third hypothesis that
the presence of the facilitator who possesses
the facilitative attitudes enhances student
learning was not supported because a signifi-
cant positive correlation was not found be-
tween teacher’s attitudinal qualities and col-
lege GPA, meaning that college students can
achieve academic excellence without profes-
sors possessing these attitudinal qualities.
These results were inconsistent with the find-
ings reported by Bernier et al. (2005) and Ha-
lawah (2006). Based on the results, two main ar-
guments of Roger’s theory―interpersonal rela-
tionships between the facilitator and the
learner promote student learning, and the pres-
ence of the facilitator who possesses the facili-
tative attitudes enhances student learning―
were not sufficiently supported by this quanti-
tative study.
Before drawing conclusions, some caution
should be exercised because the present study
offers a problem of reciprocal causation. The
methodology of this study generated ambigu-
ity of whether students’ initial motivation and
high academic attainment led to the frequent
informal interactions with faculty and the posi-
tive perception of teachers’ attitudes, or stu-
dents were stimulated to work hard by the in-
teraction with teachers and their facilitative at-
titudes (Halawah, 2006 ; Lamport, 1993). Pas-
carella and Terenzini (1991) pointed out the
problem, stating that “it is ambiguous if quan-
tity and quality of interactions with faculty
eventually improve students’ academic compe-
tence, or initial perceptions of gains in aca-
demic knowledge lead students to seek infor-
mal contact with faculty and also positively
perceive teacher performance” (p. 426). Due to
the lack of affirmed causality between vari-
ables observed in this study, the possibility of
spurious elements that create ambiguity in in-
terpretation and generalization were not ruled
out.
With the caution, assuming that causality ex-
isted between variables, the results could pre-
sent two key findings. The first was that col-
lege students’ academic self-efficacy can be en-
hanced not only through improving the teach-
ers’ attitudinal qualities but also through in-
creasing the frequency of students’ informal in-
teractions with faculty. This was an unex-
pected finding. The finding indicated that both
the quantity and quality of interpersonal inter-
actions between students and teachers are sig-
nificant in predicting the level of students’ aca-
demic self-efficacy. Thus, although the demon-
stration of the three attitudinal qualities by
teachers and the frequent informal contacts
with faculty independently enhance students’
academic self-efficacy, the combination of both
can magnify the effect. Based on the possible
existence of causality, therefore, the findings
suggest that in order to elevate the level of col-
lege students’ academic self-efficacy, teachers
should exert effort to demonstrate the facilita-
tive attitudes in interactions with students,
while students should attempt to seek more op-
portunities to have informal interactions with
teachers.
On a related note, it is not difficult to imagine
that professors’ teaching behaviors are closely
connected with their accessibility to students,
which increases informal interactions between
students and faculty. This indicates that fac-
ulty influence both the quantity and quality of
student-teacher interactions, for teachers who
possess the facilitative attitudes also tend to ex-
tend their informal contact with students to
nonclassroom situations. According to Pas-
carella and Terenzini (1991), professors who
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frequently interact with students outside of
class tend to “give cues as to their accessibility
for such interaction through their in-class
teaching behaviors” (p. 423). Therefore, teach-
ers who demonstrate facilitative attitudes also
tend to show accessibility to students, so stu-
dents naturally interact more with those teach-
ers outside of class. This perspective elicits an-
other possible suggestion that the improve-
ment in teaching behaviors should be priori-
tized in order to directly raise college students’
academic self-efficacy and enhance teachers’
accessibility at the same time.
The second major finding was that among
independent variables, academic self-efficacy
was the most significant predictor of college
students’ academic performance. This finding
was consistent with the reports from
Klomegah (2007), Zajacova et al. (2005), and
Chemers et al. (2001), that revealed the signifi-
cant positive correlation between students’
academic achievement and academic self-
efficacy. Time spent studying correlated with
students’ academic performance as expected,
yet only weakly and not significantly. The fre-
quency of students’ informal interactions with
faculty and the teacher’s attitudinal qualities
unexpectedly lacked a direct correlation with
students’ academic achievement, being inde-
pendent of self-efficacy. Thus, the significance
of academic self-efficacy in this study sug-
gested its appropriateness as a predictor of stu-
dents’ academic achievement.
Assuming that there were causal relation-
ships between variables, the fusion of these
two major findings from the results suggest
that both frequent informal interactions with
teachers and the presence of teachers who pos-
sess the three attitudinal qualities of realness,
trust, and empathic understanding indirectly
enhance students’ academic performance
through raising students’ academic self-
efficacy. Although the direct positive effects of
frequent informal interactions with teachers
and teachers’ facilitative attitudes on students’
academic performance were not observed,
these factors indirectly promoted student
learning through increasing students’ aca-
demic self-efficacy. The findings supported the
reports from a study conducted by Hativa
(2000), which revealed that “the good /effective
teacher induces a relaxed and enjoyable atmos-
phere in class ; communicates confidence in
students’ ability to learn ; boosts their self-
esteem as learners...and eventually promotes
their learning” (p. 34). Thus, the findings
showed the process of how frequent informal
student-faculty interactions and teachers’ facili-
tative attitudes boost students’ academic self-
efficacy and eventually contribute to students’
higher academic achievement.
A practical implication that can be drawn
from the findings in this study relate to the im-
portance of teacher training programs for col-
lege professors that are designed to promote
informal contact with students and develop the
facilitative attitudes presented in Rogers’ the-
ory in their teaching behaviors. Since student’s
academic self-efficacy seems to be constantly
influenced by interpersonal relationships with
teachers and their attitudinal qualities based
on the assumption of the existence of causality,
it might be crucial for college professors to fos-
ter greater awareness of how the development
of facilitative teaching behaviors significantly
impacts college students’ academic self-
efficacy, which, in turn, serve to enhance their
academic achievement. Thus, designing higher
education teacher training programs that re-
flect these findings would benefit college stu-
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dents.
The findings from the current study were
clear and significant, yet it is prudent to be
aware of some limitations of this study. Firstly,
nearly 60% of the participants in this study
were upperclassmen who generally tend to
have more informal contact with faculty than
underclassmen because of the larger number
of classes they have taken, which augmented
familiarity with faculty. Due to the overrepre-
sentation of upperclassmen in the sample, the
average of the frequency of students’ informal
interactions with faculty might not have accu-
rately represented the student body. Secondly,
the findings from the present study were
based on self-reports, which might not provide
accurate data. Some answers might not have
represented the correct information of partici-
pants, such as GPA. Thirdly, student samples
in this study were from undergraduate stu-
dents of a small liberal arts college with less
than 400 students. Because of the nature of this
study, the findings in replicated studies for stu-
dent samples in larger undergraduate institu-
tions or in some other areas of study, such as
medicine, business or law, might not parallel
the findings in this study. Lastly, although the
data showed some clear relationships between
variables, they might not be causal relation-
ships but merely correlations. Other third fac-
tors, such as the age of participants, might af-
fect both independent and dependent vari-
ables, and also the time order was not estab-
lished in this study. The replication of the pre-
sent study should modify the methodology
based on these limitations.
The findings of the present study revealed
that Rogers’ educational theory might lack
plausibility and would not be applicable to
higher education. Although one of three main
possible arguments of the theory, the presence
of the facilitator who possesses three attitudi-
nal qualities―a) realness, b) prize, acceptance,
trust, and c) empathic understanding―inspires
students to become self-disciplined learners
who have high academic self-efficacy, was sup-
ported based on the results, other two argu-
ments, interpersonal relationships between the
facilitator and the learner promote student
learning ; and the presence of the facilitator
who possesses the facilitative attitudes en-
hances student learning, were not supported.
Because not all three Rogers’ arguments were
supported, the applicability of Rogers’ theory in
higher education seems dubious, even though
some methodological problems that might
lessen the validity of findings were identified in
this study.
The examination of the applicability of
Rogers’ educational theory in higher education
is only one step in thoroughly investigating his
theory. More quantitative studies in larger un-
dergraduate institutions and other academic
levels, such as elementary and graduate, are
needed to examine the applicability of the the-
ory. In order to solve the problem of reciprocal
causation, future studies should establish
causational relationships with time order and
carefully include some other student-related
variables, such as students’ academic motiva-
tion, which might affect the frequency of stu-
dents’ informal interactions with faculty, teach-
ers’ attitudinal qualities, and students’ aca-
demic achievement. The results of the present
study provide us confidence that such research
would yield significant and meaningful findings
that contribute to the further examination of
Rogers’ educational theory.
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Freshmen, Sophomore, Junior, Senior
Time spent studying
“How many hours do you spend studying out-
side of class in a day on average?”
(1=0-1 hours, 2=2-3 hours, 3=4-5 hours, 4=6-7
hours, 5=8 hours or more)
Frequency of students’ informal interactions
with faculty
“How many times do you informally interact
with faculty members outside of class for ten
minutes or more in a week?”
(1=0-1 times, 2=2-3 times, 3=4-5 times, 4=6-7
times, 5=8 times or more)
Teachers’ Attitudinal Qualities [Modified
model from Feldman (1997)]
“Please answer how much you agree with the
statement, from 1=strongly disagree, to 5=
strongly agree”
(1=strongly disagree, 2=somewhat disagree, 3
=undecided, 4=somewhat agree, 5=strongly
agree)
Realness
“In general, professors who I have had were
sincere and honest”
“In general, professors who I have had were
not autocratic and did not try to force us to ac-
cept his or her ideas and interpretations”
”In general, professors who I have had exhib-
ited a casual, informal attitude”
Prize, acceptance, trust
“In general, professors who I have had seemed
to have a genuine interest in and concern for
students”
“In general, professors who I have had took
students seriously”
“In general, professors who I have had estab-
lished good rapport with students”
Empathic understanding
“In general, professors who I have had encour-
aged students to express differences of opin-
ions and to evaluate each other’s ideas”
“In general, professors who I have had invited
criticism of his or her own ideas”
“In general, professors who I have had ap-
peared receptive to new ideas and the view-
points of others”
Academic Self-efficacy [Model from Zajacova,
Lynch, and Espenshade (2005)]
“Please answer how confident you are that you
can successfully complete the tasks, from 1=
not confident, to 5=very confident”
(1=not confident, 2=somewhat not confident, 3
=undecided, 4=somewhat confident, 5=very
confident)
Studying
Asking questions in class
Keeping up with the required readings
Understanding my professors
Writing term papers
My parents’ expectation of my grades
Making friends at school
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Doing well on exams
Getting papers done on time
Having more tests in the same week
Taking good class notes
Managing both school and work
Preparing for exams
Managing time efficiency
Getting along with family members
Improving my reading & writing skills
Researching terms papers
Getting the grades I want
Having enough money
Talking to my professors
Getting help and information at school
Doing well in my toughest class
Talking to college staff
Finding time to study
Understanding my textbooks
Participating in class discussions
Understanding college regulations
College GPA
“What is your current cumulative grade point
average (GPA)?”
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学生 ・SA ・RSS/CSS ・KSS ・SRP
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A trend of Service Learning Applied to Higher
Education in Japan
―Using the benchmark of “learning versus
service” and “charity versus change”―
Kayo Madokoro






















































































３ 例えば、SL の学術学会 International Association for Research on Service-Learning and Community Engage-
ment（IARSLCE）のプログラム（２０１２年１２月米国ボルチモアで開催）を参照すると、米国、カナダ、中国、
香港、オーストラリア、韓国、ニュージーランド、イギリス等１０カ国以上からの発表を確認することができる。
また、アジア地域においても香港の嶺南大学を中心とする Asia-Pacific Regional Conference on Service-Learn-
ing が開催され、２０１３年で第４回目の開催をむかえる。
１１２





















































Westheimer と Kahne は SL の 目 的 は「慈
４ 市民教育のためのサービス・ラーニング・クリアリングハウスホームページ、事例データベース、http : //
servicelearning.jp/database／よりインターネットで入手
５ Furco, Andrew. (1996). Service-Learning : A Balanced Approach to Experiential Education. Expanding















































































































































































）筑波学院大学ホームページ http : //www.tsukuba-g.ac.jp/ocp/offcampus／（２０１２年１１月２５日閲覧）
）同志社大学ホームページ http : //www.doshisha.ac.jp/students/curriculum/pbl/about.html （２０１２年１１月２５
日閲覧）




）桃山学院大学ホームページ http : //www.andrew.ac.jp/international/volunteer.html（２０１２年１１月２５日閲覧）































































）愛知淑徳大学ホームページ http : //www.aasa.ac.jp/institution/ccc/subject/index.html＃（２０１２年１１月２５日閲
覧）



































































































































































































































































































































































































































































ステップ７課題の評価 ：建設的評価と改善 評 価
ステップ８リハーサル ：ミーティングの準備 準 備
表２ LTDミーティングにおける過程
＜ミーティングの過程プラン＞
ステップ１導入 雰囲気づくり ３分 準 備
ステップ２語いの理解 言葉の定義と説明 ３分 理 解
ステップ３主張の理解 全体的な主張の討論 ６分 ↓
ステップ４話題の理解 話題の選定と討論 １２分 ↓
ステップ５知識の統合 知識との関連づけ １５分 関連づけ
ステップ６知識の適用 自己との関連づけ １２分 ↓
ステップ７課題の評価 建設的評価と改善 ３分 評 価















































































































































































































文章表現法 a 共通基礎演習 共通総合演習
共通科目／専門科目 共通科目 共通科目 共通科目
履修者 全学部、全学年 全学部、全学年 全学部、全学年
成 績 ABC 評価 P/F 評価 ABC 評価


































































＜事前アンケート＞ １回目 ２回目 ３回目 ４回目
１回と４回の t 値
（カッコ内自由度）
１．グループ学習の嗜好度 ３．５２ ３．７９ ３．８５ ３．９２ － ９．４３（３１４）＊＊
２．他者への積極的対話態度 ３．２３ ３．４７ ３．５３ ３．６９ －１１．３７（３１４）＊＊
３．予習状況 ３．３０ ３．４６ ３．４６ ３．６０ － ４．６９（３１４）＊＊
＜事後アンケート＞ １回目 ２回目 ３回目 ４回目
１回と４回の t 値
（カッコ内自由度）
１．話し合いへの参加度 ３．７８ ３．９７ ３．９９ ４．０５ － ４．３２（３１６）＊＊
２．仲間の学びへの貢献度 ３．２５ ３．５１ ３．６３ ３．６８ － ７．６５（３１６）＊＊
３．LTD による課題理解の深化度 ４．０９ ４．０６ ４．０２ ４．１３ － ．２４（３１６）




























































＜事前アンケート＞ １回目 ２回目 ３回目 ４回目
１．グループ学習の嗜好度 ．１７ ．２９ ．３２ ．３７
２．他者への積極的対話態度 ．１４ ．２４ ．２４ ．３６
３．予習状況 ．１７ ．３２ ．４２ ．４１
＜事後アンケート＞ １回目 ２回目 ３回目 ４回目
１．話し合いへの参加度 ．２５ ．４１ ．３８ ．４９
２．仲間の学びへの貢献度 ．２７ ．４５ ．５０ ．５２






































































１．グループ学習の嗜好度 ３．７４ ４．１０ ４．２９ ４．２２ ４．１５ ４．３５ ４．２９ ４．３８ ４．２７ ４．３２
２．他者への積極的な対話態度 ３．３９ ３．６５ ３．８８ ３．８７ ４．００ ４．００ ４．００ ３．６７ ３．９１ ４．００
３．予習状況 ２．７０ ３．４５ ２．９２ ２．９６ ２．６５ ２．６５ ３．００ ２．８６ ３．３３ ３．１６
＜事後アンケート＞ １回目 ２回目 ３回目 ４回目 ５回目 ６回目 ７回目 ８回目 ９回目１０回目
１．話し合いへの参加度 ３．３０ ４．００ ３．８０ ３．８７ ３．４６ ３．９１ ３．８１ ３．７１ ３．８８ ４．１８
２．仲間の学びへの貢献度 ２．６５ ３．５５ ３．０４ ３．４３ ２．９６ ３．３０ ３．００ ３．２９ ３．２９ ３．７７
３．LTD による課題理解の深化度 ３．２６ ３．８９ ４．００ ３．６１ ３．５０ ３．５７ ３．２９ ３．６２ ３．９２ ４．１８

































































































































































１．グループ学習の嗜好度 ３．８８ ４．２０ ４．３６ ４．６０ ４．２３ ４．２７ ４．６４ ４．４０ ４．５０
２．積極的な他者への対話態度 ３．７５ ３．９３ ４．２１ ４．１３ ４．０８ ４．００ ４．２９ ４．１３ ４．４２
３．予習状況 ３．００ ３．１３ ３．９３ ３．４７ ３．６９ ３．４５ ３．５７ ４．１３ ４．００
＜事後アンケート＞
１．話し合いへの参加度 ３．６９ ４．３１ ４．３６ ４．０６ ４．２３ ３．９１ ４．１４ ４．４０ ４．３８
２．仲間の学びへの貢献度 ３．４４ ４．０６ ４．４３ ３．７５ ４．１５ ４．０９ ３．７１ ３．９３ ４．１５
３．LTD による課題理解の深化度 ３．８７ ４．３１ ４．６４ ３．５６ ４．００ ３．９１ ４．４３ ３．９３ ４．００































































２０１１年度前期 ２０１１年度後期 ２０１２年度前期 ２０１２年度後期
共通基礎演習
授業外学習時間 ３．１７ ３．００ ２．６７ ３．００
知的関心の高まり ８３．３％ ９０．９％ １００．０％ ８４．２％
共通総合演習
授業外学習時間 ４．０９ ４．００ ３．１３ ３．６２









































































Journal of Learner-Centered Higher Education』を刊行する。
２．名称






































































































 校正は、編集委員が投稿原稿を pdf に変換したものを著者に送付後、著者自身が確認する。
１３８
Submission Guidelines for The Journal of Learner-Centered Higher Education
1. Eligibility
Authors must be full-time or part-time faculty, staff members, or students of Soka University, or a
research partner of such.
2. Article Content
The Editorial Committee of the Journal welcomes the electronic submission of original works, in-
cluding field research, research reports, educational methodologies, FD/SD activity reports, and
educational addresses, which are primarily related to higher education reform.
3. Article Types
The Journal publishes three types of articles :
1) Original Research : original and sophisticated insights into challenging issues related to higher
education reform, based on significant findings from high quality practical research, well-
supported by academic references
2) Research Report : the process and outcomes of educational practices and projects based on
field research
3) Research Note : original and sophisticated insights based on practical research ; less in-depth
than Original Research
The maximum length of each type of article, including title, author(s) names, references, and fig-
ures, is :
1) Original Research : 20,000 characters in Japanese or 8,000 words in English
2) Research Report : 20,000 characters in Japanese or 8,000 words in English
3) Research Note : 10,000 characters in Japanese or 4,000 words in English
4. Submission and Publication Process
Only articles that are electronically submitted by the due date to seededit@soka.ac.jp are consid-
ered for publication. Articles will be published after being peer-reviewed, accepted, and proofread.
Submission Guidelines １３９
5. Formatting
1) Use A4 page size, with 25mm margins on all sides.
2) On the first page, write the title in both Japanese and English for Japanese written articles, and
only in English for English written articles. Also, write the full name of each author, the institution
and departmental names, home address, phone and fax number, and email address on the first
page.
3) On the second page, write the title and 3 to 5 keywords in both Japanese and English for Japa-
nese written articles, and only in English for English written articles. For Original Research writ-
ten in Japanese, write the abstract in both Japanese (apporox.400 characters) and English (ap-
prox.200 words), and only English abstract is necessary for Original Research written in English.
The abstract is not necessary for Research Reports and Research Notes.
4) Follow APA-style formatting.
6. Peer Review
1) Peer review is conducted according to the type of article : Two peer reviewers are assigned for
original research and research reports, and one peer reviewer for research notes.
2) Peer reviewers do not receive any type of compensation.
3) In the case of an objection to the peer-review outcome, the Editorial Committee will make the fi-
nal decision.
4) Peer reviewers are selected by the Editorial Committee. The Editorial Committee may alterna-
tively request the author to select peer reviewers.
7. Proofreading and Revision
1) Proofreading is conducted by the author with advice from the peer reviewer(s) and the Edito-
rial Committee.
2) After submission of the proofread article, the Editorial Committee will return the article to the
author as a PDF file. It is the responsibility of the author to check the submission for possible er-
rors and provide feedback to the Editorial Committee by the specified deadline.
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